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ABSTRACT 

Summarizing the findinqs of a longitudinal study of 
public and private schooling recently published, this paper provides 
evidence relevant to proposals that would either increase or decrease 
the role of private schools in American education* The authors 
specifically address eight premises that would increase the role of 
private schools and seven premises that would decrease their role* 
Those premises supported by the research findings include the beliefs 
that private schools produce better cognitive achievement and greater 
levels of self esteem and fate control among students than do public 
schools, that private schools provide a safer, more disciplined and 
ordered environment, that private schools are divisive along 
religious lines and do not provide as much educational range r 
particularly in vocational and nontradit ional programs, and that 
facilitating the use of private schools through tax or school 
vouchers would decrease racial and economic segregation in private 
schools* Greater academic demands and a more ordered environment are 
identified as contributing to higher scholastic achievement in 
private schools* The report concludes that the research supports 
policies that would facilitate rather than constrain the use of 
private schools and that the present constraints on public schools 
impair their functioning without providing more egalitarian outcomes* 
(Author/WD) 
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DRAFT 



SUMMARY OF MAJOR FINDINGS 

One of the emerging policy questioDB in American education in 
recent years has been the^eation of the role that private .chools 
•hould play. Although any answer to this question depends in part on 
^.luea. it .1.0 depends on facts. First, how veil do public and private 
school, vork for children? Are private .chools divisive, and, if so, 
.long vh.t lines? Are private schools aore easily managed than public 

schools, and, if »o, why? 

Recent policy discussions concerning private schools in the 
United States have included both proposal* that would increase their 
role in American education and proposals that would decrease their role. 
A. an example of the latter, it has been proposed that private schools 
meet a racial composition criterion in order to maintain tax-exempt status, 
On the other .ide, there have been proposals for tuition tax credits 
for private schools, and, at the state level, proposals for educational 
vouchers* 

These policy proposals are based in part on assumptions about 
the current roles and current functioning of public and private schools 
in America. The report i. intended to provide evidence relevant to 
•uch proposals. 

Using d.t« collected in the first wave of the Rational Center 
for Education Stati.tic. .tudy, HIGH SCHOOL AHD BEYOND, the report cover, 
four «jor .rea. of interest in the public and private achooling issue, 
.tudent composition within the public and private sector, (chapter 3), 
Tcource. available in these .chool. (chapter 4), the functioning of 
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these .chool. (chapter 5). .nd the outcomes for students in the schools 
(chapter 6). The responses in 1980 from representative samples of approxi- 
mately 58,000 sophomore and .enior .tudents in 1.015 public «nd private 
secondary schools, «s veil as their respective school officials, are 
used in the .nalysis. Catholic schools, vhich constitute .bout two- 
tbixd. of the total private sector, and other private school, are separately 
compared to public schools in the report. 

Listed below are a number of the premises underlying policy 
proposals that would increase or decrease the role of private education 
in the United States. Following each o*f these assumptions is a brief 
Buooary of our relevant findings.^ 

i>.,^.roo, nndarlving poli ci.« that would increase the role of 
private schools : 

1. Private schools produce better cognitive outcomes than do public 
schools* 

The evidence from chapter 6 is that private schools do produce 
better cognitive outcomes than public .chools. When family background 
factor, that predict achievement are controlled students in both Catholic 
and other private .chools are shown to achieve at a higher level than 
.tudents in public achools. The difference at the sophomore level, 
which was greater for Catholic schools than for other private schools, 
r«iged from .bout a fifth of the sophomore-senior gain to about two- 
third, the sixe of that gain (i.e., from . little less than half a year', 
difference to something »ore than one ye.r'. difference). This evidence 
i. .ubject to . caveat: de.pite extensive .tatistical control, on parental 
b-ckground, there »-y very veil be other unmeasured factor, in the .elf- 
.election into the private .ector that .re .ssoci.ted with higher achievement. 

ERJC ^^^'^ constitute the body of the concluding 

HiMB Chapter, chapter 7, . ^ 
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When ve examined g.i^s from the .ophomore to the senior year in the 
three .ector.. the first evidence va. that students fron. comparable 
background. «.ke greater gains in other private schools than in public 
.chools, but that .tudenta in Catholic schools do not. However, the 
«uch greater .ophomore-.enior dropout in public school, than in either 
the Catholic or other private schools shows that the apparent public 
.chool gains have a considerable upward bias, leading to the conclusion 
that greater cognitive growth occurs between the sophomore and senior 
year, in both private sectors than in the public sector. 

A caveat to all these results .is shown by the high-performance 
public and private schools. Performance was much higher in both of 
these sets of schools, than in any of the three sectors (section 6.1), 
although these achool. could not be separately studied in the extended 
analysis of section 6.2 because of ceiling effects in achievement scores. 
2. Private schools provide better character and personality develop- 
nent than do public schools. 

Littl. evidence on ch.r.ct.r .nd personality development was 
provided in thi. report. Hovever. .tndent. in other priv.te school, 
.ho. both hisher level, of .elf-est.ee «.d f.te control than .ophomorea 
.nd higher gain, fron the .opho,«,re to .enior year than .tudent. in 
puhlic or Ctholic .chool.. The inference th.t there i. greater growth 
on the.e di«n.i... in other priv.te .chool. i. strengthened by the 
t.ct that stndent. in high-perfor»mce priv.te .chool. showed even 
higher level. .. .ophomore.. .nd .indl.rly high sopho^re-senior g.ins. 
while stndent. in high-perfonaance pnblic school, did not, de.pite the 
f.ct that the p.r.nt.1 b.c.gro»nd. of .tndent.- in the letter .chool. 
.„ higher th«. tho.. in other priv.t. .chool.. B.e fact th.t other 
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,riv.t. .nd hUh-perf.-rm.nc. prlv.t. .chools h.v. l.» th.n half th. 
.t«d.nt-t..=h.r r.tio th.„ .chooU in th. otb.r .ector. .uege.t. th.t 
eh. dlffer.nc. night k. du. to thi». 

3. Privt. .chool. provid. . .af.r, more di.ciplin.d, .nd mor. 
ord.red enviromnent th»n do public .chools. 

The .vid.nc. i. .trong th.t thi» prcmi.e i. true. The gre.te.t 
diff.r.nc. found in .ny -spect of .chool functioning between public 
.nd priv.t. .chool. ..a in the degree of di.cipline .nd order in th. 
.Chool. (..ction. 5.3. 5.4). The Ctholic .nd other priv.t. .chool. 
.ppe.r .o.«»h.t different in their di.cipline «.d behevior profile., 
vith .tudent. in other priv.t. .chool.' reporting more .b.enc. »d cU.s 
cutting, but .1.0 more homevorlc, fe-er fight. «.ong .tudent.., .nd gre.ter 
teecher intere.t in .tudent.. However, in .11 the.e respect., both 
.ector. .ho-ed gr..ter di.cipline .nd order then the public .choul.. 
4 Private .chool. .re more .ucce..ful in creating '.n interest 
in le.rning than .re public .chool.. 

There i. little evidence to confirm or di.confirm thie premise 
in the report. Ihe .e=tor. differ .lightly In student response, 

to th. two direct ,.e.tions concerning intere.t in .chool, and there 
U not much to be inferred from indirect evidence presented in the 
report. 

- ^ifugeir ro%"?ic 

•choolB with comparable atudents. 

The evidence on thi. pr«id.e i. tow.rd . positive »>.wer. but 
U i. not «.tremel, .trong evidence. There i. .ome evidence th.t .tudent. 
h.ve higher college ..pir.ti«.. »<> .xp.ct.tion. in private .chool. 
th.n do .tudent. from comparable background, in public .chool. (Table 
6 2.). Student, in Ctholic .chool. .how .om.wh.t higher ..pir.tion. 
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than do students fro« ccnnp.rable backgrounds in other private schools. 
Ihe use of retrospective questions to show growth over a four year 
period produce, evidence in the .ame direction (stronger and «ore 
consistently for the Catholic school, than for the other private 

schools) (Table 6.2.). 

The report contains no evidence on this premise. 

^^^^ :roiir»Ar 

•chool6» 

The .vldenc. .how. that thl. pr«nl.e i. true for other private 
.chool., but not £or CthoUc .chool.'(though .tholic .chool .tudent. 
report hlghe.t .chool .pirit. .nd other priv.te .chool .tudent. lowest), 
Ihe f.ct th.t Cthollc .Chool. are .waller i. .ire than public .chool. 
doe. not reault in incr.a.ed participation in ^tracurricular activiti... 
in addition, participation grow, between the .ophomor. «.d ..nior year. 
in other private .chool., while it decline, .lightly in Catholic and 
public schools. 

7 Private .chool. have .»iller cl... .1... .nd thu. allow teacher, 
and atudcnt. to have greater contact. 

The other private .chool. have ah.rply lower atudent-t.ach.r 
ratio, than the public .chool.. while the Catholic .chool. have .lightly 
higher ratio.. There are fewer than half the .tudent. per teacher in 
other private achoola than in public or Catholic .chool. (Table 4.2.1). 
Ito direct evidence on contact between .tudent. «>d teacher, i. presented. 
.. Private .chool. .re «r. efficient than public .chool.. acco-plish- 
ing their task at a lower cost. 
The report contain, no evidence on this premise, 
rr- oolic --^- ^-'^ w.uld decrease the role ,cf 

l>f{v*te Bchool. : 
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elite schools* 

The evidence on thi. prem.e »orlc. In two direction.. Pir.t, 
««sg the three ».jor .ectpr.. the other private .chool. cont.in .tudent. 
fro. .o«vh.t higher income hecVground. end the CthoUc .chool. contain 
.tudent. from .lightly higher income b.ckground. then the puBLic .chool.. 
The difference, .re primarily at the highe.t and love.t income level.. 
,ith all three .ector. having a majority of .tudent. in a broad middle 
inc».. category ranging from $12,000 to $38,000 a year, and .Imilar 
proportion, at different level, within thi. range. Second, the internal 
.egreg.tion by income within each aector goe- 1» the oppo.ite direction, 
with the public .ector .ho-ing .lightly higher income .egreg.tion than 
either the Catholic or other private .ector.. However, income .egreg.tion 
i. not high within any .ector. The end re.ult of the.e two force, .cting 
in oppo.ite direction, i. th.t D.S. .chool. a. a whole .how .lightly 
greater aegr.gation by income th.n would be the ca.e if private .chool 
.tudent. of differing income level. «=r. ab.orbed into the public .chool. 
in the ..me way that public .chool .tudent. of differing income level, 
are currently di.tributed mong .chool.. 

2. Private .chool. are divi.ive along religion, line., .egreg.ting 
different religion, group, into different .chool.. 
The evidence i. .trong that thi. i. true. Beeide. the 30 percent 
.f private .chool. th.t are Catholic, enrolling 66 percent of all priv.te 
.chool .tudent.. 25 percent of priv.te .chool., enrolling 12 percent 
«f private .chool .tudent.. .re affiliated with other religiou. denomi- 
„aon.. Examining religi«.. .egregation .olely in the Ctholic/non- 
Ctholic di«n.ion. the report .how. that the greet ..joxity of Catholic. 
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.„ i. public .chool., bat th.t .ver 90 percent of th. .tuient. in 
CtboU. .chool. .r. Ctbollc. Within ..ch ..etc.. th. Cthclic/non- 

Ctbolic ..gr...tio„ i. l...t in th. Ctholic .chool. thcel r..t..t 

in th. other priv.t. .chool.. The over.U i^.ct of the b.t-..n-.ector 
..p.g.tion »a the aif£.rlng ..gregetlon within ...tor. i.. » -Sht 
be „pected. th.t .chool. in the Pnited St.te. .re »re ..gres-ted .Ion. 
Ctholic/non-Ctholic line, then they would be if priv.te .chool .tudent. 

were «bBorbed into the public .chool*. 

V io divisive along racial lines, in two ways: 

fHi":i«tri:n'orTtren r. -n-^ciiu? ..srcted th.n th. 

public ©ector. 

The evidence .ho«. tb.t the fir.t of the.. pre«i.» I. true 
vith respect to bl.C. but not with re.pect to Hi.p.nic. »d th.t the 
..end i. not true with re.pect to bl.C. or Hi.penic.. «.e end re.ult 

• ..».-#. rhe .eereeation of U.S. achools is 
with respect to Hiapanics la that the aegregacio 

XUtle different frc= -h.t it «uld be if there were no priv.te .chool.. 

Ctholic .Chool. enroll .bout h.lf high . proportion of bl.cV. 
the public .Chool.. end other priv.te .chool. onl, .bout . ,u.rt.r 
high . proportion. Intem.ll,. however, the other priv.te .ector 
i. l...t r.ci.ll, .esreg.ted .nd the public .ector by f« the «.t 
.egregeted. The end re.ult of these two oppo.ing force., between-.ector 
„d within-.ector. i. th.t th. .egregetion of bl.cU .nd white .tudent. 
U ,.S. .Chool. i. no grcter «d no le.. th» it would be if there 
wer. no priv.te .chool.. »d their .tudent. were *.orhed into the 
^blic ..ctcr. ai.tributed ^ .chool. « public .ector bX«. 
vhit. student, are now di.trlbuted. 
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^ - J- the educational range that public 

couraes or programs. 

The .vld..« .n thi. pr..l.e i. that it i. correct. School. 
1. b«h the CthoUc „d other priv.te .ector. provide pri,«ril; .c.demic 
pr.gr«o. «d h.v. voc.tion.1 or t.chnic.l coure... Eve. in .c.demic 
.r.«, however. .»e of the .mailer .chool. in the other private .ector 
have a limted r«.ge of .uhj.cta. evidenced the fact that M percent 
.f .tndent. in the other private .ector are in achooU »ith no third- 
^ar foreign l«>g«ag. couraea. Ihe le.aer educational range of the 
private .ector i. .l.o -ho-n by the -ore compreh.n.ive character 

. ...Kli« .choola compared to the high-pcrfonoance 
of the high-performance public acBools compa 

privflte schools • • 

r^ruatritenrei; :!"drnra 

outside the classroom. 

Ihi. premiae i. almo.t the direct opposite of preml.e 7 on the 
other aide. .. the «..wer i. the ...e was given there. Student, 
in catholic and public achooU .how about the ...e amount of participation 
in extracurricular activitiea. while .tudent, in ether private .chool. 

• i. hieher for .enlora than for aophomorea 

ahow more, and participation ta Signer 

Thu. thi. premiae i. not correct. 

6 Private .chool. are unhealthily competitive, and thus public 
provide . healthier affective development. 

The report pr<«ide. no direct evidence on thia premiae. but 
Uie indirect evidence .uggeat. that aomething like the rever.e i. true 
t,r the cc.pari.on between the other private «.d public .chool.. UU- 

«.d fate control .re both higher in other private .Choola than 
in public .chool., »d the .ophomore-eeniM^ gain i. greater. 
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7. Facilitating the use of private achools aids whites more than 
•blacks and thoee better off financially at the expense of those 
vorae off; as a result, it increase* racial and tjonomic segregation. 

An examination of the predicted effect of a $1,000 increase 
in income for all income ^oups ahowa that this would increase the propor- 
tion of blacks and Hispanica in the private sector, as well as the proportion 
of students from lower income families. Because a tuition tax credit 
or « school voucher would even more greatly facilitate private school 
enrollment for students from lower income families relative to students 
from higher income families, we can expect that either of those policies 
would even sore greatly increase the proportion of blacks or students 
froffi low-income backgrounds in the private sector (primarily in the 
catholic sector). If either of these policies failed to increase the 
proportion of blacks or students from low-income families in private 
schools relative to that in the public schools, then, overall, either 
of these policies would provide greater financial benefit to whites 
than to blacks, or to higher income than to lower income families, because 
of the tuition reductions for parents of those students currently enrolled 
in the private sector. If one considers only new entrants into the 
private sector, the evidence from the hypothetical experiment, together 
with the fact that a tuition tax credit or voucher plan would likely 
be more progressive in its effect than a $1,000 increase in income, 
indicate, that blacks. Hispanic., and low-income families would differentially 
benefit. To consider the educational rather than the financial benefits 
Man. to consider only the new entrants into the private sector, for 
it 1. only their education that would be changed thus blacks and Hispanica 
would differentially benefit educationally. 

ERIC // 
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The evidence indictee that facilitating use of private schools 
through policiCT of the .ort described above would not increase aegregation 
•long racial or economic linea but «o«ld decrea.e it (though the evidence 
indicatea that religious aegregation vould increaae). Such policies 
wuld bring Bore blacks, Hiapanica, and students from lower income back- 
grounds into the private ach^ol«, thus reducing the between-sec tor segre- 
gation, and these .tudents ««ould be aoving from a sector of high racial 
aegregation to a sector o£ lov racial aegregation, as well as from a 
lector .lightly higher in econoaic aegregation to one elightly lower. 

Additional reaulta relevant to "th ^ nolicv question of facilitating 
or cons tr *^'"'* tip; <»f public aehoolst 

1. At middle «nd higher iacome levels, the increase in probability 
of enrollment of blacks vith increase in income is higher than that 
of vhitea. At i^irtually all income levels, both the probability of 
enrollment cf Eispanic« and the increase in that probability with income 
are higher than for «on-Hi.panic whites. Comparing Catholics *rith 
Catholic, and non-Catholic, with non-Catholic, .hows that blacks have 
the highest libsolute rate of enrollment in Catholic .chooU, at low 
aa veil as high income level, and among both Catholics and non-Catholic, 
while Hispanics have the lowest rate. In other private schools, black 
earoUment i. Iw at all income level, except the very highe.t. 

2c Catholic achool. -ore nearly approximate the "common school" 
ideal of American education than do public achool. , in that the achievement 
level, of .tudent. froiD different parental educational background., 
of black mai white .tudent., and of Hispanic and non-Hispanic white 
.tudent. are wore nearly alike in Catholic .chool. than in public school.. 
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